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The entire history of civilization can be viewed as an intricate series of challenges and responses involving changing eco-systems. Humanity has chosen to move ahead, but why are we losing? Historically economy developed rapidly, used nature and did not think about consequences. As a result, appeared the science with the aim to correct economical blunders.  Really differences between ecology and economics are no less fundamental. For example, ecologists worry about limits, while economists tend not to recognize any such constraints. Ecologists, taking their cue from nature, think in terms of cycles, while economists are more likely to think in terms of linear or curvy-linear developments. Economists have a great faith in the market, while ecologists often fail to appreciate the market adequately. 
The gap between economists and ecologists in their perception of the world as the 21st century begins could not be wider. Economists look at the unprecedented growth of the global economy and of international trade and investment — and they see a promising future with more of the same. Where economists see booming economic indicators, ecologists see an economy that is altering the climate with consequences that no one can foresee. In short, economists see the environment as a subset of the economy. Ecologists, on the other hand, see the economy as a subset of the environment. Economists rely on the market to guide their decision making. They respect the market because it can allocate resources with an efficiency that a central planner can never match. Ecologists view the market with less reverence because they see a market that is not telling the truth. For example, when buying a gallon of gasoline, customers in effect pay to get the oil out of the ground, refine it into gasoline, and deliver it to the local service station. But they do not pay the health care costs of treating respiratory illness from air pollution or the costs of climate disruption. 
For all their depth and range, economic theory and economic indicators do not explain how the economy is disrupting and destroying the earth's natural systems. Economic theory does not explain why Arctic Sea ice is melting. It does not explain why grasslands are turning into desert in northwestern China, why coral reefs are dying in the South Pacific — or why the Newfoundland cod fishery collapsed. We have no an explain why we are in the early stages of the greatest extinction of plants and animals since the dinosaurs disappeared 65 million years ago. And yet, economics is essential to measuring the cost to society of these excesses.
Today the problem of water purity and lack is one of the most important and sharpest.  Water has long been seen as an issue of great concern for most developing countries, but not for developed economies. For rich nations, water seemed readily available — and endless in supply. It is a fact that 90% of the diseases of the world are still water-related. Four out of every five deaths in developing countries are the result of water-related disease. This means that approximately six million people die every year because of contaminated water. That is why sanitation remains a major global issue. Today, even many developed nations face problems of water purity. Many of the water delivery systems there are fragile and aging. As a result, contamination is increasing in many “modern” countries. The trend is clear, but rarely commented on. Just look at the many citizens of the most developed nations, who now carry water in bottles, have home purifiers and residential delivery services. They do all that simply because they cannot trust municipal supplies. And as the world raises the standards of what is considered safe pure water, we continue to identify more pathogens and contaminants to be addressed. Back in 1950, there were only two cities with more than eight million people. Today, there are 23 cities larger than 10 million inhabitants — and 18 of these mega-cities are in the developing world. By 2030, just 25 years from now, the urban population will be two times that of the rural areas — representing an urban growth rate of 160%. And yet, the amount of available fresh water will remain constant at about 1%. All the remaining water in the world is either salt water in the oceans or fresh water unavailable in polar caps, in the soil, snow and humidity. While agriculture uses 70% of the world’s water, cities just a few hundred miles away from farms often struggle with shortages and high prices. But farming is not the only culprit. If one looks at manufacturing, the picture is also discouraging. The world’s manufacturing systems are largely open, meaning water is drawn in for production — and then discarded at the end of the process. More often than not, we are discarding a valuable renewable resource. When we watch the results of water consumption in industry we can understand why we have such problems. The manufacture of a complete car requires 39,000 gallons of water. One barrel of crude oil takes 1,800 gallons, a ton of steel 62,000 gallons — and just one semi-conductor takes 3,000 gallons. 
And this cost equation applies in developed countries as well. Remember the cost of the water in the bottles we carry around? It is six to ten times the price of gasoline — a commodity that many consider really expensive today. In the end, we must be able to look at our globe and recognize that water is not a traditional "local" issue. Just as local supply chain productivity is affecting economies around the globe, the interdependencies of water related issues have become one global issue. If we want to become be the masters of our water destiny we would be well served to change the outdated ways in which we still think about this precious resource.
We all citizens, governments respond constructively to the crises of our times. But we are not responding. We are only consuming and drifting. One of the most successful trying to fix the environmental situation is the Kyoto Protocol, so let’s speak about it.  
Most of the world is celebrating the fact that the Kyoto Protocol on Climate Change finally came into force on February 16, 2005. Others are miffed that Kyoto has taken effect. Kyoto has its roots in the 1992 UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), part of the Rio Summit. That treaty’s objective is to stabilize the concentration of the gases in the atmosphere at a level that will avert dangerous climate change — in a time frame that will allow ecosystems to adapt naturally, and development to proceed sustainably. Kyoto, which caps the global warming pollution of some 35 industrialized nations for the years 2008-2012, takes a vital first step.  Every country with caps on emissions is required to ensure that — at the end of the 2008-2012 period — its actual emissions do not exceed its allowable levels. If a country has emitted more than it is allowed, it may purchase excess emissions allowances from another nation that has emitted less than allowable amounts. And anyone in any Kyoto country, by cutting global warming pollution, can earn emissions credits that are tradable in the Kyoto marketplace. The framework thus gives countries, companies and communities powerful economic incentives to search for better, faster ways of reducing global warming pollution.


